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INTRODUCTION 


Escalating economic growth in the Livermore-Amador Valley is bringing 
about increased demands for an adequate supply of housing in all price 
ranges for those who widi work am the arcasand therr families. The 
purpose of this report are twofold: 


1) To provide the City Council with information regarding 
the current and projected population of the Valley in 
relation to current and future housing needs. 
2) To assess the impact increasing land values, construction 
costs, financing rates, and building fees have on the 
cost of housing. 
ie will be noted as you read the attached Housing Report that there are 
inconsistencies in the figures cited. Since the information presented 
Was derived from a varietyyof sources, Gach of whichUhas a somewhat different 
point of view, this statistical variation is inevitable. 


SOCIOECONOMIC FACTORS 


Population Distribution 


Between 1971 and 1975 Livermore's population grew at an average rate 

of 5.2% a year. From 1975 to 1980 the population declined .4%. Livermore 
has a relatively young population with about 44% of the residents below 

the age of twenty-five, reflecting the family orientation of the community. 
However, between 1975 and 1980 the number of children enrolled in school 
decreased from 14,058 to 11,853 which reflects an aging population and the 
trend toward smaller families. The twenty-five to thirty-four year old 
group accounts for 18.3% of the population. This age group is the most 
active in the formation of new households and represents the majority of 
first-time homebuyers. The concentration of this group in Livermore is 
expected to have a positive impact on the demand for owner-occupied housing. 
Additional housing demand will be generated as younger households in the 
eighteen to twenty-four age group (11.1% of the population) mature into the 
twenty-five to thirty-four age group. It is anticipated that the median 
age. of Livermore residents will rise from its current 26.8.years to 32.7 
years by the year 2000. (Table I) 
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TABLE I 
POPULATION AGE DISTRIBUTION 
CITY OF LIVERMORE 


1980 
Livermore 
Age Number Percent 
Under 18 rS,939 337.0 
18 - 24 5,388 ed 
25 - 34 8,829 1323 
35 - 44 Pepslep) 15.6 
45 - 54 4,574 ie) 
535 - 64 35199 6.6 
65 and over hee ec OOo) 2) 
Total 48 ,349 100.0 


SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980; 
Ramseyer, Zerbst & Company, Inc. 


Even though Livermore's population remained static from 1975 to 1980, the 
number of households increased as a result of the greater number of single- 
person households, households headed by divorced persons, and non-family 
households. Table II provides a breakdown of families by size. It is 
interesting to note that one and two-person households comprise 44.8% of 
the total. The increasing number of one and two person households creates 
a growing demand for housing, particularly smaller units. 
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TABLE ITI 
HOUSEHOLDS BY SIZE 
1980 Census 


IN @rmeOus 23 {oe 
Households Households 

1 person households BINS) IRS "9) 
2 person households AL 29) 28.9 
3 person households Breaks 19.0 
4 person households 3, 30) BAL 
5 person households Osa) Orel 
6 or more person households 741 4.5 
Rot aul Ee, stoi LOO... 


Household Income 


The median family income for a family of four in the San Francisco-Oakland 
SMSA for 1983 is $31,600. Table III compares the distribution of household 
income for Livermore and Alameda County according to the 1980 census. It 
is interesting to note that households in Livermore are divided almost 
equally between those with incomes under $24,999 and those with incomes 
immexcess of S24999- 
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TABLE, TLD 
ALAMEDA COUNTY AND LIVERMORE 
HOUSEHOLD INCOME DISTRIBUTION 
1980 


Alameda County 


Household Income Number Percent Cumulative %£ Number 
Less than $7,500 85,531 20.0 20.0 1 ,626 
$7,500 - $14,999 87,089 20.4 40.4 2,202 
55 eNO 107,057 2550 65.4 4,371 
$25 ,000-$34,999 75,814 L7%7 296 | 4,407 
$35 ,000-$49 ,999 48 ,558 11.4 94.5 2,765 
$50,000 and over 23 373 5.5 100.0 990 
TOTAL 427,372 100.0 165301 
Median Household Income $18,700 
Average Household Income $21,773 


SOURCES: U.S. Census Bureau, 1980; 
Ramseyer, Zerbst & Company, Inc. 


Livermore 
Percent Cumulative % 
329 9.9 
133 2354 
2627 501 
26.9 1730 
16.9 EE) 
Gol 100.0 
100.0 
$24,960 
$26,128 
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Table IV groups these incomes into low, moderate and high categories. The 
sizeable concentration of incomes in the middle and upper ranges in Livermore 
reflects the high education level and white-collar employment orientation of 
the resident population. 


TABLE IV 
Livermore Household Incomes in Relation to Median 
1980 Census 


ING@is xone ZOds 
Households Households 
Households with incomes less than 
80% of median Sey Oe S50) 
Households with incomes between 
80% and 120% of median 4,933 SOS 2 
Households with income 120% of 
median or over 5,696 Syl 18 
Mocan L6G), Het LOO. 


Economic Trends 


Indications are that there will be tremendous growth in the number of jobs 
available in the Tri-Valley area in the next twenty years as a result-of 

the numerous developments which are under way or proposed. This employment 
base should be both diversified and well-balanced and will contribute to a 
persistent housing demand. It is projected that the Tri-Valley will be among 
the five areas in California having the greatest growth in employment oppor- 
tunities during the remainder of the century. Based on planned and projected 
industrial development, the City estimates that over 20,000 new jobs will be 
created in Livermore alone between 1983 and 2000. This projection is based 
on the following land area estimates: 


Number of Net 
Developable Acres 


High Technology Parks Sor 
Light Industrial 356 
Heavy Industrial 978 

- 2 AL Wl 


2 


The favorable location of the City, proximity to new business, semi-rural 
environment, and available land for new development support a continuing 
and growing trend for strong housing demand among households seeking housing 


within a reasonable distance of alternative employment locations. 
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ABAG projects between 1980 and 2000 the following growth will occur 
in the number of Livermore households and in the number of jobs. 


Households Employment 
1980 Loy /68 18s, SIL 7/ 
LODO 20,300 257700 
2000 24,600 337,900 


f 


According to this projection, the number of jobs available will expand 
far faster than the number of housing opportunities. 


However, it is important to be aware that a lack of affordable housing 
can have a negative effect on the economy. For example, a recent survey 
of businesses in the Silicon Valley showed that the majority of those 
planning future expansion were looking elsewhere to build their plants 
because of the shortage of affordable housing in the South Bay area. The 
lack of affordable housing in the Santa Clara Valley is largely attri- 
butable to both growth restrictions set in place by local governments and 
to the lack of county-wide planning to assure a steady supply of affordable 
housing. In order to alleviate traffic congestion, air pollution, rapid 
inflation of housing costs, and a jobs-housing imbalance, planning needs 
to be done now to ensure that the Tri-Valley will be able to supply suff- 
icient housing at a variety of price levels for the people who will work 
here. 


HOUSING 


Housing Statistics 


Since the cost of housing is directly related to supply and demand, it is 
essential to look at the existing housing stock, availability and cost of 
land, and construction costs in order to understand the causes of the in- 
creasing cost of housing. 


in 1980 these wene £6,637 housing unats an the City of mavermore. Of Ehese, 
13,813 were single family homes and 2,540 were multi-family. However, there 
were 11,555 owner occupied units and 4,675 renter occupied units since many 
of the single family homes were occupied by renters. (Table V) 
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Total Number of Units 


TABLE V 


SELECTED HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS 
LIVERMORE 


Housing Type 


Single-Family Detached 


1980 


Number 


Single-Family Attached 


Multi-Family (2 or more) 


Mobile Home 


Housings tenure 


Owner - Occupied 


Renter - Occupied 


Year Styvucturesnuiit 


1939 .0r earlier 


1940 
1950 
1960 
1977.0 
975 


1949 
Ute) 
1969 
1974 


March, 1980 


SOURCES 1980" Us. 


Ramseyer, 


yy 
4, 


3, 
. 6, 
— 4, 


1, 


Census data; 


16, 


13% 


2, 


637 


259 
554 
540 
284 


555 


675 


LO 
604 
023 
307 
776 
220 


zerbst & Company, Inc. 
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Livermore's housing stock is relatively new. Approximately 74% of the units 
were constructed between 1960 and 1980, reflecting population growth trends 
attributable to area economic development and the availability of affordable 
housing. Over the past few years, the limited number of housing permits 
issued as a result of the Residential Development Policy has exceeded actual 
building activity because of unusually high interest rates and rising land 
costs. The number of multi-family units constructed was also impacted by 

the fact that rents were inadequate to cover operating costs. Thus, the 
number of apratments constructed in the past ten years has not kept pace with 
the growing number of households, and, as a result, these households are com- 
peting for the existing units. Recently, the increased demand for rental 
units has resulted in higher rents, and this together with the need for a tax 
shelter has resulted in many investors purchasing single-family homes to be 
used as rental units. 


Because the number of households in the city has grown faster that the popu- 
lation, the average household size has declined in the past decade from 3.5 
to 2.9. This is a reflection of a decrease in the number of children, an 
increase in the divorce rate, and a growing number of individuals over 65 
years of age. 


Housing Vacancy Rates 


New single family housing developments in the Livermore area have sold all 
completed housing units, reflecting the broad base of homebuyer demand for 
affordable housing. These units included detached and attached housing with 
wide ranging unit sizes and competitive prices between $70 and $90 per 
square foot. 


A general rule of thumb used by housing economists indicates that a 5% rental 
and 2% owner-occupied vacancy rate is necessary for a housing market to be 
reasonably fluid and balanced. Vacancy rates in Livermore, as well as the 
rest of Alameda County, have been extremely low over the past two years re- 
flecting the slow growth of housing supply in relation to population and 
household growth pressures. The Housing Vacancy Survey (Table VI) shows 

that the total vacancy rate in 1981 for Livermore was less than one percent, 
and in 1982 it was slightly over one percent. Vacancy rates are one of the 
most dependable measures of housing needs because they reflect the interaction 
of supply and demand. 
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TABLE VI 
HOUSING VACANCY SURVEY 
LIVERMORE AND ALAMEDA COUNTY 


pee De eo eee COL eMOC Ly ee 

Nohe-DMGI LS foawele Wie i hbest Tors) singe . Muir 
Livermore iiak Oe, 7! Page's) 0756 O76 Ong. 
Alameda County te 058 eer Tew 0.9 1.9 


(1) The vecancy rate, for yal) NOUSing Uni tsewlli not ber the sum lof the 
vacancy rate for Single-family housing units since the component 
vacancy rates are derived from different numerical bases. 


SOURCES: Federal Home Loan Bank of San Francisco; 
Ramseyer, Zerbst & Company, Inc. 
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4 
Table VII shows how many housing units need to be built each five or 
ten year period between 1980 and 2000 in order to maintain a 2% annual 
increase in the number of units available. 


TABLE VII 
PROJECTED HOUSING STARTS NEEDED TO ACHIEVE 
2% YEARLY INCREASE IN HOUSING 


UNITS AVAILABLE 


Current Short Range Medium Range Long Range 


1980 1985 1990 2000 

Projected Total 2 

Units 16,592 107200) De AO 26,200 
Need for New 

Units 2,698 2 7090 4,780 
Plus Projected 

Demolitions (+) 1 10 10 20 
TOTAL HOUSING STARTS 

REQUIRED: LOS ZA NOC 4,800 


‘average demolition rate estimated at 2 units per year. 


“Tne tudes houses approved through 1980 under RDP. The number may 
include unused permits. 
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Table VIII provides a basis for comparison with other East Bay communities 
with respect to the percentage of their housing stock represented by 
apartments. The highest ratio of apartments to population is Walnut Creek 
with one apartment for every 4.7 people. 


TABLE VIII 
Ratio of Apartments to Population 


INES. tO) 12a oe Apt. Vacancy 


Casey, Population No. Apts. Ratio Rate 
Dublin 13, OG 380 Als) 
Concord 103; 225 ey SOS Less 7) 08 
Hayward 94,855 LD, BSS LESS 
Livermore 50,497 ip DAS se 26 s, 
Newark B275492 976 ESS 
Pleasanton S16, HO Dep le Tall 18 ey ILA) 
Unione Casey, AS eos Ae AL SKS! is ZAC) a 
Walnut Creek S16) 7 A010) eTOCs leaks 7 


‘Mallouk: AE projects that the population of the City of ‘Livermore in 2000 will 
be 76,000, if households remain at the current average of 2.9 persons. In 
this case, there will be a need for 26,200 housing units in order to provide 
for a 2.5% vacancy rate. Of these units, 5,945 should be multi-family, which 


means that the number of multi-family units constructed annually will have to 
De doubled. 


rapre IX _ 


PROJECTED TOTAL HOUSING STOCK BASED ON 
2% YEARLY MAXIMUM POPULATION GROWTH RATE 


Current Short Range Medium Range Long Range 


1980 1985 1990 2000 
Population 48,107 56,000 62,000 76,000 
Persons per Occupied Household PAS) 2.9 2.9 ioe 
Total Occupied Households 16,177 18,817 20,865 25,545 
Units for Choice 415 483 535 655 

' 

TOTAL HOUSING STOCK 16,592 19,3007 21,400 26,200 
(Does not include 
Group Quarters) 
Single Family* 13,554 15,390 16,686 19,621 
Multi Family* Zhee: 3,522 4,256 5,945 
Mobile Homes 309 388 458 634° 


(manufactured housing) 


y 
A 2.5% combined vacancy rate has been chosen as optimum. 
Includes houses approved under RDP. 


2 
“This is a straight line projection which may change as a 
result of recent legislation. 


. 


*Figures shown include replacements for demolitions. 


-ll]- 


hf 7 ay 
f L bie FA 
f 5 a > 
af : f 
YP 
i] 
i] 
, j 6 { 
ie i i i 
i 
7 “7 
* >i 2 a2 he » Ate i 
Sie, Ses DE al seas 
tn <8 ow pit) these , ei eng? 
wi. eins a 2... 2 St _= en 
TOG We oui ers 1 9@@ ii & 
S2 |i vi bb é1 i” We ee oe 
as 16, @ ee ich: Mie be 4 or ketnce Gaede 
nhe as i ok ‘omer ae 1 


ine - on Seam : vas ea am ane 
: a ; 7 - PA 


7 _ 
_ 
, 


Tibet 


Rent Levels 


SalvemOme Uma 


1 bedroom 
2 bedroom 
3 bedroom 


Table X illustrates how much the average rent for one, 


igo) CKShsic 


TABLE X 


Rents in the City of 


197 8=72 


Survey 


$230 
288 
300 


One bedroom 
Two bedrooms 
Three bedrooms 


OS 
Survey 


$316 
Sy7/Al 
500 


Livermore 


1983 
Rhonewood 
Survey 


$389 
475 
Shs 


Approximate Increase 


59% 
61% 
58% 


1983 Realtor 
Survey 


Soepe ke} 
484 
588 


two and three-bedroom 
apartments in the City of Livermore has increased in the five years from 1978 


Rents shown in the left hand column of Table XI have been taken from the 1980 
census. Rents shown in the right hand column are approximations based on the 


resules of the susvey Anetals tea, 


1980 Monthly Rent 


Less than $60 
SEO ia S72 
$80 to $99 


$100 
$120 
$150 
$170 
$200 
$250 
$300 
$350 
$400 
$500 


XO) 
EO 
to 
to 
to 
EO 
ico) 
to 
to 
or 


Sato 
$149 
$169 
9199 
$249 
S299 
$349 
$399 
SKATERS) 
more 


Median $324 


Mean 


$341 


- 


TABLE XI 
Specified Renter-Occupied Housing 
Units by Gross Rent 


No. 


Or Tenens 


its! 
60 
47 
47 
85 
86 
EO 
554 
885 
628 
426 
831 
679 


(50 


° 
xe) 


Increase 


Projected 1984 Rents 


Over 1980) 


Less 
S 90 
SILA6 
SUSO) 
$180 
S225 
S255 
$300 
S37'S 
$450 
S525 
$600 
S7IC 


$486 
S5i 


than $90 


tO 
to 
to 
to 
to 
to 
to 
EO 
iS) 
to 
1X) 
or 


$119 
$149 
sy pgs) 
$224 
$254 
9299 
$374 
$449 
$524 
Seo) 5) 
$749 
more 


Table XII, also taken from the 1980 census, indicates the number of persons 
paying various percentages of their income for rental housing. 
be seen, lower income people pay a higher percentage of their income for rent. 
Over 70% of the people with incomes below $9,000 pay over 35% of their incomes 


for rent. 


ee 


As can quickly 


1984 
Realtor 


Survey 


$443 
S27) 
625 


Aas * 


1 6 


TABLE XII 
Renter-Occupied Housing Units by 1979 Household 
Income by Gross Rent as a Percentage of Income 


Less Than S57 OOO EO SO OOO ES S15 OOO ee $20,000 
$5,000 $9,999 S14 Ose SIS) Vo Or More 
% No. % No. % No. % No S No 
Less Than 20 

Percent Wf 61 93 293 Ih, 2h 
20 to 24 Percent 3) 42 108 145 374 
25 to 34 Percent ils 28 isn WE AGIOS OS DRSks Tf BAS, Sr 1S 7) 

35 Percent or 
more WORT § 355 MQ DANS Sede» IS IE Si HO) 99 5 8 
Not Computed Y9 IS} ol 6 24 


A comparison of the 1979 mean household income of home owners with renters 
shows an $11,000 difference. This would indicate that a much higher income 
is required to buy a house than to rent. For persons with incomes below a 
certain level, housing ownership is not a viable possibility. 


1979 Mean Household Income 
by Type of Housing 


Owner Occupied SS) 5 DOS 
Renter Occupied F SIS, 205 


The following data comparing Hillcrest Gardens with Vinevard Village 
illustrates how increased costs in the nine intervenine years between 


construction of the two developments affected rents. 


Hillcrest Gardens (236 program - 20% Sec. 8 subsidized) 


Year Rents Charged Tenants Fair Market Rents 
LSI 1-bedroom SOS $200 

Studio i 5) $162 
OSS 1-bedroom SINS $288 

Sieiwrelako) $165 $248 


Vinyard Village (202 program - all Sec. 8 subsidized) 


1983 ~l1-bedroom $46-$296 $526 
Average SAS 


There is a $238 difference in the Fair Market Rent allowed for the two 
developments. 


In order to be able to evaluate proposed rentals for new rental complexes, 
Table XIII is provided. This table indicates H.U.D. approved new con- 
Struction rent limits for various types of projects as well as the 303 
Standard and the allowable Section 8 existing limits for new apartments. 
These figures are related to income based on Eamilvis izes 
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I. TABLE XIII 
Comparison of Various Rent Schedules 


Type of 80% Median 256 Of ¥O0% (State & Fed.) H.U.Dii* sec. <8 HeUs Die Sees 58 H.U.Do¥tSee—me Secs 8 Exe tar 
Apartment Income / Median Income SOs ne Os whe New Construction New Construction New Construction Rents (including 
Number of (Cae) WhestilsleskaS)) Median Income Rents (Walk ups) Rents (Semi-Detached Rents (Elevation Wie Wel sinteikes) meee Stan 
Persons CRE ThemIavenes) (including utilities) Row Type) (including 2-4 stories) percentile of all 


uti laeies) (including utilities) | non-luxury recent 
movers. Tenant rent 
ejgeagecloticaveney abe Oe 
of income (Effective 
8/1/82) + 10s force. 


Studio Si, HOC SSE $443 $470 $505 $334 
(1 person) 
S67 
l-bedroom $20,200 
(2 persons) $420 $505 $547 S572 $553 AES $386 
425 
2-bedroom 25300 $525 $633 $693 $728 $745 $478 
(4 persons) : 
526 
3-bedroom $28,450 $590 Saale $767 $833 S660 
(6 persons) 
726 


a ‘4-bedroom silo 8) 6) $655 $790 $850 $919 - oii 
My (8 persons) 


ae f La 


a Add 5% for Elderly & Handicapped. Will go to 110% under certain circumstances (if average rents are higher) . 
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OVERALL HOUSING COSTS 


A housing market that experiences high demand with limitations on the supply 


will likely be an expensive market, and this has been the case in the Tri- 
Valley area. 


Table XIV indicates 1982 sales prices of single family homes and condominiums 
in the Tri-Valley, and Table XV gives a distribution of 1982-83 sales prices 

in the East Bay. Approximately 67% of the homes sold in Livermore were between 
$80,000 and $140,000. According to the Board of Realtors, between 1975 and 1982 
the average price of a home in the Tri-Valley area increased by 129%. 


TABLE XIV 
1982 Sales Prices of Single Family Homes & Condos 


Maine Se ek PUNE Pete BOE ee Le ONCE ~=§$221,708 
SRM Sts eR ISG SE eA SERL ST 9 AS ir EE Le eS Hh SETS , 
Seite og iain Pores W 8b 8 EL on Fs Shee ae 
Danville 


San Ramon 


Dublin 
Pleasanton $136,808 | 
Livermore $105,390 
$50,000 $100,000 $150,000 $200,000 $250,000 


. HOUSING UNITS BY AVERAGE SALES PRICE. Source: Contra Costa 
Board of Realtors, 1982; Alameda County Board of Realtors, 1982. 
* 


Blackhawk sale prices not included. 
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TABLE XV 


DISTRIBUTION OF SALES PRICES IN 1982-1983* FOR HOUSING MARKET AREAS, BY PERCENT WITHIN EACH CATEGORY 


$50,000 $60,000 $70,000 $80,000 $90,000 $100,000 $120,000 $140,000 $160,000 $180,000 $200,000 $250,000 $300,000 

HOUSING UNDER TO TO TO T0 T0 TO TO TO T0 10 T0 TO 10 OVER 
MARKET AREA $50,000 $59,999 $69,999 $79,999 $89,999 $99,999 $119,999 $139,999 $159,999 $179,999 $199,999 $249,999 $299,999 $399,999 $400,000 
PLEASANTON 0.00% 0.31% 4.09% 3.14% 3.46% 4.40% 26.10% 27.99% 18.55% 11.95% 755m 5.66% 1.57% 1.26% 0.31% 
DUBLIN 0.00% 1.05% 0.00% 0.00% 14.74% 24.21% 43.16% 11.58% 3.16% 2.11% an duales 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
UNICORPORATED 
ALAMEDA COUNTY** 
LIVERMORE 0.00% 1.33% ssiey Tohys — UNOS wees BYechies ilo 4 4,432 1.33% 0.67% 2.00% 0.22% 0.00% 0.44% 

b 
PORTIONS OF 
CONTRA COSTA CO. 
IN TRI-VALLEYS 0.00% 0.00% 0.16% 0.96% 0.80% airs OSS Aaah Ages — Adar" 9.74% 20.29% S152, 13.58% 1.76% 
CASTRO VALLEY 0.00% 1.05% 0.53% ZIOYS Nosy WWlnrs Pasi (ases TIS at. SUNG 7.37% 2.11% 2.11% 0.00% 0.53% 0.00% 
WALNUT CREEK 0.26% 0.26% 4.35% 4.86% 4.60% 4.35% 17.14% 26.85% 21.48% 15.86% 15.09% 12.02% 4.35% 2.05% 1.02% 
SAN LORENZ0/ ' : 
SAN LEANDRO 0.54% 0.54% 300A) elOSS/ foe 9454% 23.852" 21147 6.23% Cevhelin 1.36% 1.36% 1.08% 0.81% ° 0.00% 0.00% 
HAYWARD/UNION CITY 0.32% 1.61% 5.78% 20.55% 17.66% 19.10% 24.24% 5.78% 3.05% 1.93% 0.96% 0.64% 0.00% 0.16% 0.00% 
FREMONT /NEWARK 0.28% 0.37% 1.47% Sc6re 16.25% 17.36% 31522% “15.34% 6.34% 3.12% 2.20% 3.58% 1.38% 0.18% 0.18% 
PLEASANT HILL 0.00% 0.45% 0.90% Soles MIs sels Blake ASnriih4 8.60% 7.24% 1.81% 2.26% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 
LAFAYETTE/ 
MORAGA/ORINDA 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.71% 8.57% 17.86% 36.43% 36.43% 34.29% 63.57% 30.00% 29.29% 14.29% 
CLAYTON/CONCORD 1.87% 2.07% 4.77% 9.96% 18.67% 14.21% 20.02% 15.04% 9.23% 4.15% 2.28% 1.45% 0.31% 0.10% 0.00% 
MARTINEZ 1.36% 6.79% 5.88% 9.95% ovehs — INAS sass S/O iIGy 6.79% 2.71% 0.90% 0.45% 0.45% 0.45% 0.00% 
PITTSBURG/ANTIOCH 13.62% 10.63% 10.80% 18.94% 22.59% 11.30% 8.64% 2.82% 0.50% 0.17% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 0.00% 


* Sales prices obtained from 
Analyses, 1982-1983. 


** This area was not surveyed. 


Courtesy Kreines 


the Contra Costa County Board of Realtors, Market Analyses, 


No houses currently exist there. 


and Kreines 


1982-1983 and the Alameda County Board of Realtors, Market 
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The illustration below helos to visualize where the greatest increases 
affecting homeownership costs occurred between 1976 and 1981. 


“a a. Up 


66%. Up 15% Yp 
Average 584 
Increase 
From 


5 Years Ago Un 


on 80 percent of 
purchase price for 25 years: 
at prevailing interest rates 


WI) S IWsyeyib 


In 1983 the average home in Livermore sold for $114,800. This was 8.2% higher 


than reported in the 1980 census ($105,390). In 1977 the median sales price 
for a single family home was $52,000 compared to $89,000 at the time of the 
1980 census, a 71% increase. (See Table xyI) 


TABLE XVI 


Median Sales Price 1977-1980 


Single Family Houses in Livermore 


Jan.-Dec. January January January 1980 January 
1977 1978 1979 1980 Census 1981 
Median Sales 
Price of House 52,000 61,000 72,000 84,000 89,000 96,818 
Annual % Increase - Wa 18.0 167 15.3 
Cumulative % Increase a iba 35.3 52.0 the OU 86.2 
as 
Number of Houses 882 142 233 50 38 


in Sample 


Sources: 1977 & 1978 data from County Assessor's records of representative 
sales; 1979 data from Multiple Listing Service published by Souther 
Alameda County Board of Realtors, January 12, 1979; 1980 data are 
asking prices for homes on the market. 1981 from Alameda County 
Board of Realtors. 
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As can be seen from Table XVII an income of at least $37,200 is required to 
purchase a $90,000 home. 


TABLE XVII 


Annual Income Required to Afford 


Buying a House* 


Total Monthly Payments as % of 
House Prices Income Required Payments** Monthly Income 
$50,000 $20,920 $523 30.0% 
60,000 25,400 635 30.0% 
70,000 29,200 730 30.0% 
80,000 33,600 840 30.0% 
90,000 37,200 930 30.0% 


*10% down payment and 12% mortgage. 


**Includes debt service, taxes & insurance. 


The average income of home buyers at Villa Chardonnay (The Hofmann Company) was 
933,370 and at Northwood Commons it was $40,276. These homes ranged in price 
imeonn Hos ,O1O0 ier SYS OOC- 


Rising costs for land, construction, financing, etc. have essentially placed a flceor 
under the minimum price of a house or: rent for an apartment. This makes it increasingly 
difficult for builders to produce lower cost housing. In addition, rising employ- 

ment and the consequent population growth pressures have impacted the cost of 

housing “inthe Tri-Valley area, 


The following table indicates the percentage of income spent for housing by owner- 
Gerelujosioness aia 1S) 7c 
TABLE XVIII 
Owner-Occupied Noncondominium Housing Units 
Monthlv Ownership Costs as a Percentage of Income 
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Less Than Say OWN Tee) SOP OOOMmES SUS, O00 tk S20 O00 
Sy OOO $9,999 $14,999 $19,999 or More 
Less than 20 percent 6 Jessa Zales 281 5), O82 
20 to 24 percent aa 87 47 143 1,282 
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cent 49 57, 68 196 Ib SENS: 
35 percent or more 266 184 251 ee ay 
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Households with incomes under $20,000 spend a much higher percentage of their 
incomes for housing than do more affluent households, i.e., 75% of households 
making less than $5,000 spent 35% or more of their income for housing, while 
only 5.6% of households with incomes over $20,000 spend 35% or more for housing. 
It is probable that the percentage of households spending more has increased 
Since the census was taken. 


The number of acres available for residential housing and the density zoning 
on these acres has a direct relationship to the cost of the land, and conse- 
quently the cost of the housing constructed on the land. 


In the following sections of this report we will examine more closely how 
increased land prices, construction costs, financing charges and fees have 


contributed to an increase in the cost of housing. 


Table XIX, prepared in the fall of 1982, lists sales prices of developments 
under construction in the City of Livermore at that time. 
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Builder 


Hofmann 
; Villa Chardomay 


Anden 
Spring Valley 


Kaufman & Broad 
Rancho Arroyo IV 


Bromac 
Livermore Downs 


Citation 
Willowbrook 


Northwood Homes 
Northwood Commons 


Summit) CapasealrCoror 
Vineyard Townhomes 


Con. -condominium 
Cs -couplet 

D. -duets 

Dup. -duplex 

S. F.-single family 
Te -townhouse 
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TABLE XIX 


1982 Livermore Housing Developments 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
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bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 


bedroom, 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 
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bedroom, 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
bedroom, 


bedroom, 
bedroom, 
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Housing Type 
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17230 
1,430 
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825 
1,160 
1,435 
1,509 
1,625 


955 
Le lot 
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Cost 


$ 64,950 
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ToT O50 


67,000 
70,000 
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2S p90 


So, 990 
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39,950 
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TO: 
FROM: 


SUBJECT: 


CITY OF LIVERMORE 
INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 


DATE: November 29, 1982 


Assistant City Manager 


Senior Administrative Assistant 


Housing Costs in Livermore 


As you requested, I surveyed Livermore developers and have prepared 
the attached table showing current new housing costs in Livermore. 


The 1980 census showed the median housing sales price in Livermore 
as approximately $89,000. 
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The following table lists various K & B models which are included in the 1983 


Single family mortgage bond program. The cost per square foot varies from $76 
for the largest model to $95 for the smallest model. 


TABLE XX 
RANCHO ARROYO VI 
CITY OF LIVERMORE MRB 


Number of Bedrooms/ Size Unit Price/ 
Model/Plan Units Bath Re en ih ore Price Sq.Ft. 
1113* b2 3/2 901 $85,990 95 
1123% Z Shy? 1 ,066 917,990 86 
3010 20 3/2 15.265 112,490 90 
3020 20 3/2 1,484 117 ,490 79 
3030 14 4/2 1 per aS 118,490 ek 
3040 es: 4/2-1/2 L5d54 130,990 76 
Total 81 


*These two models are duets. 


Sources: Kaufman and Broad; 
Ramseyer, Zerbst & Company, Inc. 
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TABLE XXI 
Until the 1970's began, the average price of 

a new home was traditionally less than 2 times the 

average household income. That remained true until 

the latter part of 1972 when housing prices began 

to increase at a much faster rate than income or 

inflation. By the beginning of 1980, the price of 

housing had skyrocketed to the point that the price 

of the average new house is now almost six times 

the average household's income. 
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While the cost of housing has increased steadily over the past fifteen 
years, the various components going into the cost have not remained a 


constant percentage of the whole, as the illustration below comparing 
1970 with 1980 shows. 


How Component Factors Contributing 
to the: Cost of ‘Housing Have Changed 
as a Percent of the Total Cost 


Financing 10% 
Land Costs 203 


Land Costs 30% 


Cons tructven Costes 6GOZ 


Comsisiaticienoin Cosies, 20% 


1970 SO 


Land cost, financing and fees and permits now constitute a far larger 
share of the total than in 1970. 
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Construction 


According to Connerly & Associates in "The Housing Crunch", construction 
costs in the Bay Area nearly doubled from 1970 to 1980, increasing about 
10% a year, whereas household income only increased about 60% during that 
same period. 


Based on Bank of America data, a typical 3 bedroom 1500 sq. ft. house 
would have icositt S96, 923 am 979 \(Seer@abiles xxi 2 This ianeihded) Land 
cost, site development, construction costs and fees. At that time con- 
Sicigueiemon Cosics Cem ico SAHOO, eye WY Coimeiesucieiwem Cesies) aor idaieie 
same house had risen to $69,810 and by 1983 had reached $73,692, (See 
Tables xxii Vande xo My/)ean wa neceases in foumvears Obs 24 1922 sim adda tion, 
land costs, fees, and financing have all increased since 1979. 
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TABIE XXII 


TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS IN 1979 
TYPICAL 3-BEDROOM LIVERMORE OWNED UNIT 


3 ee 
Costs Per Unit Total Cost 

Raw Land $10,000 Wh S! 
Site Development 15,000 L350) 
Development Fees 6,000 Ome 
Construction Costs 49,500 Sallmal 
TOTAG = $80,500 Seen 
Financing (for 

9 mos. @ 20%) 6,038 Sod 
Giea x «20. S60; 500) $86,538 89.3 

2 
Marketing (12%) YO, SHES; Oe 
Actual Sales Price $96,923 100% 
ooo 


Source: City of Livermore Planning and Building Departments, 
Bank of America, Cost Study-Subdivision Land Development, 
October, 1979. Numbers apply to a standard quality tract 
residence (1050 sa. ft. -o L500Caq. £t.) consasting.ct 3 
bedrooms, 1 bath, living room, kitchen, family-dining room, 
attached 2-car garage (446 sq. £t.) and driveway and walks. 


The tables on the following two pages were produced by Bank of America 
based on the same standard 3-bedroom home as the foregoing example. 
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, TABLE XXIII S982 
|Home building costs rise at record low pace 


STANDARD QUALITY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE scosty DGNLGhugn ROR) Us cosT’ 


AS OF TOTAL PER SF. 
1 4 SAN FRANCISCO AREA 1/1/82 4/1/82 7/1/81: DOLLARS: > ::* 
- Pisce Sais AR hs eat 


.1 Permits, plan checking, temporary «° 1,197? 


power, water, portable toilet, debris a 
box : : a 
.2 Final clean-up (allowance) 300 -17.7 ~7.7 4 9 
.1 Site preparation and excavation 901 -S.1 +6.0 1.3 Sz. 
Flatwork (driveway, patio, walks) 1.651 ~1.0 ~2.0 ; 2.4 1.05 


Foundations, slabs, piers 


Brick hearth and face veneer at 
fireplace 


.1 Rough hardware sta 274 - 1.4 -h ey ic4 at 
Finish hardware (allowance) - 180 0. 20.0 aot ” 


.1 Rough lumber a : 5,109 ; i PA : 

.2 Finish lumber 4 5 fap ~1.5 ~2.1 ‘5 Pl 

.3 Rough carpenter labor 7 ” 6,249 +6.4 + 42.1 ~ 8.9 3.98 

.4 Finish carpenter labor Come by250 +64 - | .+12.1 1.8 80 

-5 Countertops (cultured marble and , 1,003 0 +2.8 1.4 64. 
laminated plastic) ey ’ : ae ; 
Cabinets 2.432 


InsulaGon, weather stripping, . 2.4: : 
thresholds : i sine 
Roofing (medium shakes) 


.1 Doors - ; CB da Sch ah 4M be ir 
.2 Garage door etnies) ae OR ct Ss ge ped ns 
.3 Aluminum windows, glass shding - 969 0 Of Shee Te .62 


doors, all with screens 


.1 Stucco ia “4 ae 

.2 Gypsum wallboard, ceiling acoustical ° 279 0 ate ik oblate bls 
spray : one oy ' 

.3 Resilient flooring (allowance) - - - rs spo i a 19 &3 

.4 Carpeting (allowance) : : . + 3. 2.3 1.02 

.S Painting 2,767 +2.7 +6.6 4.0 1.76 


Shower and tub enclosures , - . ; ; 
Prefabricated fireplace sey gt edi. os Bary tee zs) 
Bath accessories (allowance) 450 0 re PP 6 ? 29 


Built-ins (allowance) 


(No items under these divisions) 


1 Heating and sheetmetal aH ‘ at : 
.2 Plumbing, including sewer — . : A +1.0 a ; 3.48 


oN) ea 


‘ connection 

{ LI Wiring 52,274 +3.0 SA WSae vie Ws 
a .2 Fixtures (allowance) ay 12 CS A Lee ee aas 10 46 
bat ASS bauer ecot > 

z ; AE eR Se aS, 58,784 +16 +2. $20) 

; Insurance: Workers’ Compensation,, -' ‘1,875, +6.4 ee 3RSe uri 20 119 
5 Social Security, Unemployment. ae ah ead tty 
Overhead and profit 15% 5. -. --- 8,818 +1.6 42.8 24> 12,6. {na §.62 
Plans and Specifications ~ ee EEN oo PSO ham chiens ody 


AREA S.b. COST TOTAL 


rd Bae Paes : House ey ae : Te ser (a) Denotes change of less than 17. 
as Fes O) a acack eae Garage : 46 SF. 5 161 (bd) Miscellaneous municipal tees & isxves 
my uot eg = =Patios, Driveway, Walks 837S.F. 1.97 1.65) not included. 
Sia ra SARK ap NS AS aa Bh AR ar oe Ra a ae RC ty (c) Union wale wages ure reflevied in 
EGE 10 UREEPONSTREM ON CO Ted pias 
re Se SRS a STEER SS TE AS eT oa BO Ih ae ¥ ri ET Pe ee ee ory ? TE SOs 
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LIVING ROOM 


FAMILY 
OINING 
ROOM 


BEOROOM 2 


GARAGE 


FLOOR PLAN 
NOT TO SCALE 


“compliments' of: Bankéof Ainesicd Nr&S at no:charge 


Inqui as b eecteae 


ADDRESS CORRECTION REQUESTED 
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Wesvish'to thank. thé vartous seg- 
ments: ofthe building industry 
ine the; Sane Erancisco area. for- 
theire: continuous cooperation, 
without whosesassistance. this: 
study would\ not’ be possible. — 


MONARCH 
ASSOCIATES INC 


STUDY 


PERSPECTIVE 
FLOOR PLAN 
GENERAL DESCRIPTION 


Standard quality “semi-custom” (non tract) residence (1,570 s.f.) con- 
sisting of 3 bedrooms, 1-% baths, living room, kitchen, family-dining 
room, laundry room, attached 2 car garage (446 s.f.), and patios, 
driveway and walks (837 s.f.). 


FOUNDATION: Perimeter reinforced concrete and interior piers 

FLOORS: 2:4:1 (1-1/8") plywood over 4 x 6 girders @ 4'.0” 
O.C. Mesh reinforced 4” concrete slab over rock 
base and membrane at kitchen, famuy-dining room 


WALLS: Stucco with integral color coat over 2 x 4 studs @ 
16; O%G: 


PARTITIONS: Painted gypsum wallboard 

INSULATION: — Ceiling (R-19), wall (R-11), floor (R-11) 

WINDOWS AND Anodized aluminum frames with one-half screens, 
SLIDING single glazing 

DOORS: 

DOORS: Pre-hung masonite and wood 

ROOFING: Medium taper split cedar shakes, 4:12 Hip 


CEILINGS: Simulated sprayed acoustical plaster and painted 
gypsum wallboard 


FINISH Sheet vinyl in kitchen, family-dining room, bath- 

FLOORING: rooms, laundry room, foyer; carpeting elsewhere 

FIREPLACE: Prefabricated metal with brick facing and hearth 

CABINETS: Mill built with laminated plastic and cultured marble 
tops 

HEATING: Gas fired 100,000 BTU forced air with high wall 
registers 

PLUMBING: Copper water lines, ABS waste lines 

ELECTRICAL: Romex, 125 amp underground service 

BUILT-INS: Range with hood and double ovens, garbage disposal 
and dishwasher 


Bulk Rate 
U. S. Postage 
PAID 
Permit No. 1 
San Francisco, 
California 
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STANDARD QUALITY SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENCE ~ $COST % OF — $ COST 


AS OF % CHANGE SINCE TOTAL PERSE. 
SAN FRANCISCO AREA 4/1/84 1/1/84 4/1/83 DOLLARS 


PRELIMINARY "029 1 Permits, plan checking, temporary 
AND GENERAL. power, water, portable toilet, debris 
: ame box 
Final clean-up (allowance) 


Site preparation and excavation 
Flatwork (driveway, patio, walks) 


Foundations, slabs, piers 


Brick hearth and face veneer at 
fireplace 


Rough hardware 
Finish hardware (allowance) 


Rough lumber 

Finish lumber 

Rough carpenter labor 

Finish carpenter labor 
Countertops (cultured marble and 
laminated plastic) 

Cabinets 


Insulation, weather stripping, 
thresholds 
Roofing (medium shakes) 


a .1 Doors 
cam i AND mm 6.2: Garage door 
* WINDOWS .3 Aluminum windows, glass sliding 
ie igicoors doors, all with screens 


Stucco 

Gypsum wallboard, ceiling acoustical 
spray 

Resilient flooring (allowance) 
Carpeting (allowance) 

Painting 


Shower and tub enclosures 
Prefabricated fireplace 
Bath accessories (allowance) 


es APPLIANCES 10 .1 Built-ins (allowance) 
. : : e - ¥2.0/13.0/14.0% (No items under these divisions) 


.1 Heating and sheetmetal 
.2 Plumbing, including sewer 
connection 


Wiring 
Fixtures (allowance) 


<  SUBSTOTAL. (Rete 


Insurance: Workers’ Compensation, 
Social Security, Unemployment 
Overhead and pfofit 15% 


Plans and Specifications 


TOTAL CONSTRUCTION: COST, SRBRARZ 


AREA S.F. COST TOTAL NOTES: 
House 1570 S.F. $ 41.71 $ 65,482 (a) Denotes change of less than 1%. 
Garage 446 S.F. 17.23 7,686 (b) Miscellaneous municipal fees & taxes 
Patios, Driveway, Walks 837S.F. 2.10 1,760 not included. 


(c) Union scale wages are reflected in 


$ 74,928 this study. 


APPRAISAL. 
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Hand ae ere 
Ns ANKE, COSic Gir Wein! 
The City of Livermore purchased 3.5 acres in the vicinity of Mocho & 
Holmes in 1974 for $42,000. When it was appraised in 1983, this same 
parcel was valued at $232,000. Thus, in the nine intervening years, 
the land appreciated 5.5 times. 


A more recent example of the rapid increase which is occuring in the 
cost of land involves Vineyard Village. In 1981 the City of Livermore 
purchased five acres on Pacific Avenue across from the Civic Center 
Site for the construction of senier housing. At that time, the» land 
cost $306,000. In 1983 the adjacent five acre parcel was for sale for 
°575,000,, almost double the price of ,thesother parcel. Thus, at can) be 
seen that the increase in the cost of the land alone would make similar 
units considerably more expensive if a project were built today on the 


! 


remaining five acres. | 


In the case of a private developer, Adams & Graves, the raw land cost for 
Meadowbrook was $2,000 per unit with a total cost of $4,000 per unit for 
land and off sites. When land was purchased eighteen months later to 
btiidid, Diablo Vista, the vaw land cost was’ 56,000 per unit,and the tocal 
cost of land has been an important factor,.in the higher rents charged 


at Diablo Vista. 


B. Densities 
Table XXV shows the difference in cost in 1980 between a 14 unit per 
acre and a 20 unit per acre development. At that time, the comparable 
rents in a 25-unit complex would have been $640 and $728 for the same size unit. 
The difference in rents in this case is solely attributable to the higher 
densities in the one example. As land costs escalate, there is a greater 
impact Olsene shia l xost sor each unit. 


Table XxXVL “illustrates how the cost of Land per unit varies with the 
density. As land costs escalate, greater density allowances become increas- 
ingly important in reducing the cost of land SIS UWNalte, 
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TABLE xxv 


MULTIPLE FAMILY RENTAL UNITS/COST AND NECESSARY RETURN 


(Assume a 25-Unit Complex) 


Medium Density * High Density** 
Development Costs: Per Unit Total Per Unit Total 
1. Land Costs ($40,000-45,000/acre) 5,500 LS 7,500 3,500 87,500 
2. Architecture & Engineering 600 15,000 €00 15,000 
3. Permit Fees 4,000 100,000 4,000 100,000 
4. Other Predevelopment Costs 10,000 250,000 7p DOE 187,500 
5. Site Development 7,000 iS yOOO 5,000 125,000 
6. Construction Materials 13,000 325,000 12,000 300,000 
7. Construction Labor 21,000 525,000 20,000 500,000 
8. Financing 6,000 150,000 5,000 125,000 
9. Other | 6,000 250,000 8,500 212,500 
10. TOTAL DEVELOPMENT COSTS: 77,100 1,927,500 61,100 1,527,500 
Monthly Costs: 
11. Loan Amortization 15,000 13,000 
(Lease on 60% of Development Costs 
at Prevailing Interest Rates) 
12. Management Costs 800 700 
13. Vacancy and Non Payment of Rents 400 400 
14. Reserve OO ibn saya 
15. Maintenance and Other 800 800 
Expenses 
16. TOTAL MONTHLY COSTS: 18,200 16,000 
17. Necessary Rent to Provide 728 18,200 640 16,000 


Cash Flow Assuming 
s 


* 14 units per acre 
** 20 Units per lacre 


Source: Livermore Planning Department. 
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TABLE XXVI 


THEORETICAL SAVINGS IN LAND COSTS THROUGH GREATER DENSITY 


Cosi or Cost of Land 
Land Zoning Peas Umante Varying Density Cost ote lands Perens Uinse 
$20,000/acre 4 units S'S), OOO/ wenn 4 UNIS Ss 5, O00 
per acre Q waiies SJ) Shp SiS3S) 
S$} twiasies SS 2 SOG: 
$35,000/acre 4 units Sisip /SO//Abienkie AL sees S98, /5C 
per acre S Wises S 5 pSS 
8 units © 473875 
} 
oO 
7 $70,000/acre AY Terence SiL7/ , SOO/ cialis 4 units Sky, SOO 
per acre 6 units SLL Ea6 7 
Seunasts S 8. 750 


“ 


Cc. hand Availability 


The following table, XXVII, indicates that only 4% of the land in the Livermore planning area is zoned residential. 
This table was taken from the General Plan. While it is not current,it is the most up to date information we have. 
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TABLE XXVII 


EXISTING LAND USE IN THE LIVERMORE PLANNING AREA 


Land Use 


Residential 
Single Family 
Multiple Family 


Commercial 
Retail 
Office 


Industrial 
General 
Quarry 
Quarry Permit 


Public Uses 
Public Schools 
Parks & Recreation 
Govt. Office Space 
Fire Stations 
Water & Sewer 


Semi-Public Uses 
Streets 
Miscellaneous 
Other Public Facilities 
Open Space 

Agri. Grass 

Vineyard 

Orchard 


TOTAL 


Areas LM 


Acres 


3,560 
3,340 
220 


260 
220 
40 


2,630 
790 
1,080 
760 


5,503 
485 
4,120 


% of Planning 
Area 


4.0 


neo 


Giz 


1007 


Source: Computed-by Grunwald, Crawford & Associates from Land Use 
Data Provsded by the Planning Department of the City of 


Livermore 
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Land Development Costs 


Before construction can begin, the various development costs shown on 
Table XXVIII are incurred by a developer. The base cost for a 6,000 
SeMeirey TOG (Wee jeewe exer)! Wore wall, seeinee sige SS, 200 ie) Sill, GOO, ansais 
does not include city fees and taxes. 
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: TABLE XXVGIIT 


1) Cost stupy 
BANK a5 SUBDIVISION LAND DEVELOPMENT JAN 


1984 
OF AMERICA SAN FRANCISCO AREA 


CONSTURCTION ANALYSIS #3377 


We wish to thank the various segments of the building industry 
in the San Francisco Area for their continuous cooperation, with- 
out whose assistance this study would not be possible. 


FOREWORD: The development costs below are typical for a 40 unit subdivision of single family detached houses on a fairly level site. Average soil 
conditions are assumed unless otherwise stated. Contractors’ normal overhead and profit are included in the costs shown. Subdivision developer’s 
overhead and profit are not included. It is assumed that overhead will be recovered and profits realized when each lot or house is sold. 


CATEGORIES 
A. GENERAL: _ Site clearing and grubbing (includes disposal but no demolition) 
Light growth (grasseanduweeds) = samme ce $390-500 Acre 
*Medium growth (brushsand  small@cnees) nee eeee $540-660) Acre 
Heavy growth (MAINS (RES). oh obs ouowowe choc varies too much to show cost range 
On site excavation and compaction 
IAVetaze SOlIM Ra ee eee eee Senn oe $1.50 — 2.50/CY (compacted) 
DDAPRCULE SOE R Spee eetces heeeee eee tka Grn Siete eet ots varies too much to show cost range 
Excavation with off site disposal 
/DNGOTATOTON MIN Oe BWI owas ae bao dolawalee ote $3.00 — 5.00/CY (loose) 
Average soil with one hour round trip ............ $3.50 — 6.60/CY (loose) 
Imported fill including on site compaction 
SHO richie ne ae Pee See cee ck ee ee My i Phage ne AP $4.5: — 6.50/CY (compacted) 
Oneghoungrouird sti eee. eee ere meee Ae cree tes thee $5.30 — 10.00/CY (compacted) 
*Pad rough grading (minimum of cut and fill) ......... $.09-.13/SF 
B. STREET WORK: § *Grading (property line to property line) .............. $.10-.19/SF 
-Grushedirock) baseh—=#6) samen ns eer re nan eens $.37-.52/SF 
ANovOL- ie GOO Ce owes Hr oto RE Oe eA Oe RSE Oe aT noe $.07/SF per inch of variation 
“Asphaltiesconcrete paving)" wat eet eee $.40-.50/SF 
PNGCIOTASUDEN AC tes eee parents no Ae or. eoeunenra $.20/SF per inch of variation 
Curbs and gutters with cushion — Portland Cement Concrete (PCC) 
GY” NUeimnee Mids Wahdy dls’? EAVMEL 5 2 wen onc na acoos - $6.00 — 7.50/LF 
DisrOlledacnopandseputicreer ene eee a mete rare $5.00 — 6.80/LF 
AeValleva(ChOssysOuttelarmiiwte a lemicrare remit ones $6.00 — 8.00/LF 
*Driveway aprons with cushion — 6’? PCC............ $1.80 — 2.50/SF 
“Sidewalks iwith Gusto lp—— 4am) © Gy nek ame errno $1.60 — 2.15/SF 
*Survey monuments with boxes — standard ........... $105 — 170 EA 
aS treetssignse——sstandardmrmm rrr ee tee ae eee eee $100 — 140 EA 
aS reetatneess— ocd llOnistakediey a mre reeact ny ce $45 — 65 EA 
*Barricades — standard, end of street ................ $11 — 17/LF 
Cc MAIN 
SANITARY Vitreous Clay Pipe (VCP) Asbestos Cement Pipe (ACP) 
SEWERS: 1 eye. $ 8-11/LF Lae Ta $ 6- 8/LF 
Oman 11-15 Gan ae oD 
Costs includes trenching, pipe, Maw gustan as 15-19 ae Ses 12-15 
bedding, and backfill in place. (UOWe. pate 19-25 NOES eae 14-16 
2a pene ee 14-18 
*Laterals — 4’’ vitreous clay pipe (VCP) or cast iron pipe (CIP) ........... $ 200 — 260/Lot 
= ManhOlesi—=024 sestan dard si Oued ee cOMl elena amis ie nnn Pant ster $1,000 — 1,400/EA 
* GleansOutst— standard. complete ancien ace are Geel elt oe alee walls, ges $ 300— 500/EA 
D. STORM 
SEWERS: Reinforced Concrete Pipe (RCP) 
Costs includes trenching, pipe, AES aaa $11-17/LF PHM oes sae $24-28/LF 30 ey Ge et $33-38/LF 
bedding, and backfill in place. SS, ae 15-20 DA we 25-30 22 38-45 
| Seaeetes 17-25 Dele a 29-35 Wd drs ee 45-50 
ee re 52-61 
Cast In Place Concrete Pipe. No Joint (CIPCP) 
a4" Ss ee $R"° §$43-50/LF 
Yay AFR ape 55_6S 
tH" 34-40 
*Catch basins (iniets), standard Ae Pe S950) BO0/ BA 
. eee Qucmamunholes, Sandan: 6 Weve... . BH ee te Ses ON, ds Oe $950 — 1,500/EA 
oe Eto Cl an © crekiu hi altss re emasietonctetentRh. o.0.0 2. es. eye cubes dg cavusiass $25-35/LF 
WALLS: Fences 
Gira ener OMe O RO fomirall meee sf lotts nnie fei nas sleet ck ate keys $ 7-12/LF 
* Roe, eae ECONO Cle Gne aS OLIGO OAK mim aye tn nk Qu mee RUMEN yr pera. pL) shy 10-13/LF 
Fe UTILITIES: | Utility installation:tosts are complicated because of various combinations of PG&E, municipalities, 


developers, and PT&# performing various parts of the installation. Further complications occur in the 
sharing of some of the trenches and the proration of trenching costs. In some cases there is no initial charge 
to the developer for installation but with the occupant later paying indirectly for the installation through 
regular service charges. The costs shown below are typical installation costs paid by the developer, but may 
not be applicable in a given location. 

1. WATERSYSTEM 


Asbestos Cement Pipe Water Mains (ACP) — costs include valves, fittings, blowoffs, 
trenching, bedding and backfill. : 
ASL ee $ 9-13/LF IK der eee $15-2)1/ LE 
teh NORE ae 12-15 Lec. ewe 18-24 
*Water Services (water main to LOU UN aan Ses, UOTE Rae et — 
NR Et cc ss va aeabindd, Sindy eaudons hid Shas : Bh A Soha 
* Fe 2 Pk OR eel ean "\> 1oo/pal 
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F. UTILITIES 2. GASSUPPLY f 
Continued: *Mains — Street trenching, 4’’ plastic mains, and backfill by PG&E. 
Developer advanced funds are generally refundable by PG&E as each 
dwelling becomes occupied. Refund normally covers developer’s advance. 
(P.GSBioas rules Seed es see eye ae oe a peneas (Refundable) $6.10/LF 
*House Services — Lot trenching and backfill by developer — 3/4”’ plastic 
service lines by PG&E. (PG&E gas rule #16) .... Typical House Services $75/Lot 


3. ELECTRIC SUPPLY 
A. Distribution and Feeders (all underground) 
1. Street trenching, conduit and backfill by developer and paid by 
developer. (PG&E electrical rule #15.1) 
*Trenching and backfill approximately $7/LF 
*Conduit (as situation dictates) $2-6/LF 
*2. All conductors, transformers, and associated equipment by PG&E. 
Developer advanced funds are generally refundable by PG&E as 
each dwelling becomes occupied. Refund normally covers devel- 
oper’s advance. PG&E calculates ‘‘lot front footage’’ as total of all 
footage of property fronting on streets. (PG&E electric rule 
3] Wood B) oust mete ante Gia area OnerGs 905 GAL eae Renee ers rae (Refundable) $7.63/Lot F FT 
*B. Electric House Services — Lot, trenching, conduit and backfill 
by developer; conductors by PG&E. (PG&E electric rule #16) 
PEE PRN Ce Oe CEI ETE EL sie Typical House Services $80/Lot 


*4. STREET LIGHTS — By PG&E - underground wiring - plain metal poles and 
electroliersm (BGa&cEyRatesschedtleles-1)) Merrionette we Approximately $700-1,500/Light 


5. T.V. CABLE — Underground - by private companies - trench sometimes 
shared with PG&E - Installation costs usually not paid by developer - check 
with municipality involved as to existing contracts and costs. 


6. TELEPHONE SERVICE — Underground — by Pacific Bell — joint 
trench sometimes shared with PG&E — (PT&T SCED CAL PUC 36-T) 


Line Extension Facilities—normally no installation cost to developer. 
*House Services—Lot trenching, conduit and backfill by developer; con- 
ductors by Pacific Bell ....Typical house services if not shared with PG&E  $50/lot 


G. OTHER  *Engineering Costs — 
IMPROVEMENT includes soil reports, design, and supervision ................ 12-15% of total improvement cost 
GOSTS © xpetrormance Bond tn: ts teks cs os eee ne Pee oy os 2-4% of total improvement cost 
SMunicipalluspection weesmrenacrras riick ce orastioie eioicteiie sil raetete ee 4-8% of total improvement cost 
*GOntIN GENCY sur ecsrtersis so) ees Ghere asl ois rescue: severe hata teiete abaatodie ag eus <i 6-11% of total improvement cost 
H. MUNICIPAL _ Vary too much to show cost range. Included are fees and taxes for such items as park land acquisition, 


FEES AND schools, ‘‘bedrooms’’, etc. Obtain costs from local authorities. Costs can vary from several hundred to 
TAXES: several thousand dollars per lot. 


SUMMARY: *Summary includes typical on site quantities, items, and utility refundables, as marked by asterisks, in the 
above categories for a 40 lot subdivision. 


Assumptions are: 


(a) fairly level site (e) double loaded streets 

(b) average soil conditions (f) no off site costs for utilities, drainage, 

(c) 60’ street right-of-way streets, etc. 

(d) 40’ paved streets with 4’ sidewalks each (g) no municipal fees and taxes (category 
side “Ne be) 


1. LOT FRONT FOOT — Based on actual frontage portion 
of lot on street and includes allowance for side lot footage and 


SELECERINLETSE CLIO TS ARE Rue toe eb pw te eae) Base Cost $160-190/Lot F FT 
2. 6,000 SF LOT — Based on 60’ frontage and 100’ depth 
(GSOOO}S Bee sorae eee eae oe ae ee ee 0 ME rs as Base Cost $9,400-$11,800/Lot 
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Building Permits 


Table XXIX provides information regarding the relationship of housing 
units approved to building permits issued for the period 1978-83, which 
coincides with the adoption of the Residential Development Policy. 
Approximately two-thirds of the units approved during that period have 
been constructed. 


TABLE XXIX 
Record of Units Approved Versus Permits Issued 


1585 ID) 2 1806 [Dig Ie Iga IDG IE. 
Housing Units Building Permits Building Permits 
Neste Approved Issued Not Issued 
1978 329 a2k 8 
L979 314 290 24 
1980 344 274 70 
L981 SiS) S) 256 97 
TI Se 360 2 188 
1983 348 78% 270 
TOtalmeLo7S—e8s 2,048 iL Stub 657 


*January through September 1983 


Since each month of delay in construction adds 1% to 2% to the final cost 
of a home or apartment, it is important that builders are encouraged to 
produce housing as soon as possible after receiving approvals. 


It is also interesting to note that a growth rate based on increasing the 
number of housing units by 2% a year does not result in a 2% increase in 
population. The reason for this is that the figure derived from dividing 
the population by the number of housing units is not related to the number 
of people who will be living in the units to be built. That is, most new 
home buyers today have no children. Also, one bedroom apartments are often 
occupied by only one adult, frequently a senior citizen. Thus, the existing 
population is not representative of the newer resident. Perhaps a method 
could be divised to take into consideration the size of the units receiving 
approvals so that one bedroom apartments are not equated with three and 
four bedroom houses. 


Fees and Permit Costs 


Another factor which has added to the cost of housing is the increase in 
City and other fees charged. Since the home buyer pays for these fees 
over the term of his loan, the ultimate impact is considerably greater 
than the initial charge. = 

a 
Table XXX compares the average 1970 basic permit costs with the average 
1980 costs. The increase in permit cost has more than kept pace with the 
increased building cost which quadrupled in the ten year period. 


City of Livermore Pre-Development, Development and Building Permit Fees 


for Kaufman & Broad, plan 3010, which amounted to $4,541 in 1979, were 
S77 Lode 1983, a Soe inerease: 
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TABLE XXX 
Average Home 
UQYO, = WIS 


1970 Single Family Development 1,500 square feet $23,400-2 bath 


Bldg. Permit Smee orn Oe, 

Plan Check 43.00 

Electrical Permit 18.50 

Plumbing Permit DSi (OO Oe ta xtunces 

Mech. Permit Wil 5 OG, HVAC 
SMIP -0- 

TOieal Silsigs DSO 


1980 Single Family Development 1,500 square feet $97,000-2 bath 


Bldg. Permit S435500 
Plan Check 2 ol a 
Electrical Permit A2 S50 
Plumbing Permit 68.00 9 fixtures 
Mech. Permit 22.00 HVAC 

SMIP Do VE (State Charge) 
Total 5853. /4 


Permit Cost (465% increase in 10 years) 
Building Cost (414% increase in 10 years) 


An ABAG survey done in 1981 showed the following changes from 1979 for a 
residence on a subdivision. 


1979 Fees vol, Bees 
Total Planning Fees Sy 2D SS, 200 
Growth Fees DP Ne Bin ISS) 
Building Fees 563 662 
Utility Connections 3/222) 3,660 


Apartment fees increased comparably. 

Table XXXI provides insight iwto not only how the price of new housing has 
grown since 1970, but also provides information about interest rates which 
has had a tremendous impact on the annual cost of housing and consequently 
on the income required to buy the average home. In 1982 there was a 91.6% 
income gap between the average family income and the income needed to buy 

an average home. This compares with 1971 and 1972 when the average annual 
income actually exceeded the income required to buy the average home. 
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TABLE XXXI 
AFFORDABILITY ANALYSIS 
NEW HOUSING IN CALIFORNIA 
(Not Adjusted for Inflation) 


Income Gap 
4 


Average Annual Required Average 

Home Interest Housing, Annual Family 
Year, Prices Rate Cost Income Income Dollars 
1970 $ 39,900 8.5% $ 4,490 $14,960 $12,600 $ 2: 360 
TOL 35,000 1h 3,820 12,700 135 LOO (400) 
L972 38 ,000 7.2% 4,060 13,500 14,000 (500) 
1973 42,400 8.0% 4,700 15,700 14,900 800 
1974 47,400 9.0% 5,620 18,700 16,200 2,500 
1 54,500 9.0% 6,430 21,400 17,500 3,900 
1976 65,400 9.0% 7,630 25,400 18,800 6,600 
1977 73,600 9.0% 8,560 28,500 20,200 8,300 
1978 90,200 9.02% 8,980 29,900 22,000 7,490 
1979 102,800 11.0% 11,650 38 ,800 25,500 13,300 
1980 118,000 uli apy 4 15,600 52,000 27,500 24,500 
1981 120,500 14.5% 17,100 57,000 29,500 27,500 
1982 126,000 15.02% 61,300 32,000 29,300 


18,400 


1S 
(3. 
(3: 

5. 
15. 
Zee 
3D. 
41. 
33. 
32s 
89. 


93. 


91 


1 Average home prices, 1970-77 estimates from Security Pacific National Bank; 1978 


thru 1982 estimates from Construction Industry Research Board. 


Crareceae rates (nominal rates) based on Federal Home Loan Bank Board data on 
loans closed. 


eannuadl housing costs include mortgage payment (based on stated interest rate and 


80% loan) plus utilities, insurance, maintenance, and property taxes. 


“Required annual income was calculated assuming 30% of income goes to housing. 


california average family income were estimated by CIRB using family-income 
figures from the U.S. Bureau of the Census, and HUD. 


Prepared by Construction Industry Research Board 
November 1983 
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Financing 


The cost of financing housing has risen rapidly and fluctuated greatly over 
the past few years. 


Rental Housing 


An example of how this impacts the developer is a comparison of Meadowbrook 
with Diablo Vista. Meadowbrook was financed with 7.5% money plus insurance 
which gave an effective rate of 8%. Diablo Vista is financed at an effective 
rate of 10.3% which includes sizeable front end costs for the bond program. 
The mortgage comes to $7,000,000. Fees of $500,000 accounted for 7% of the 
total cost of the project. A rule of thumb relating interest rates to rents 
is that each additional percentage point in interest costs the renter $45 per 
month; two percent would raise the rent $90. 


According to the California Building Industry Association, the rate of increase 
in rental income from residential property has lagged well behind that of 
general prices and home prices. The increase in rental income also fell below 
the increase in operating costs between 1970 and 1980. Nationwide, average 
operating costs increased 141% in the last decade, while average rental income 
increased 87%; the net return on rental property increased by only 35% on the 
average. In 1970, operating costs were nearly half of rental revenue; in 1980 
operating costs were nearly two-thirds of rental revenue. Thus, 

The real return on rental properties fell by 35% between 1970 

and 1980. 

The capitalized value on this return at 1980 interest rates 

means that, on the average, the real value of rental property 

remained the same or fell somewhat over the previous ten years. 


Local government action can also affect the attractiveness of rental property 
investments through: 

Restrictive land use policies which allocate too little land 

for multiple residences relative to the local demand for 

rental housing. This forces up land prices and makes new 

projects more expensive. It also confers a benefit on 

existing owners of rental property in the form of higher 

demand for their units and consequently higher rents. 


Rent controls which are overly restrictive and decrease 
the real value of rental property if property owners are 
unable to raise rents in proportion to rising operating 
COSES ,) Heaxes, (CEC. 


Restrictions on condominium conversions. Much of the 

attractiveness of rental property lies in its potential 

for returning to its owner a capital gain upon the sale 

of the property. 
Investors in rental property arg also faced with financing terms less generous 
and at higher interest rates--as much as 2% higher--than financing for single 
family housing. (See the following chart) 
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MORTGAGE INTEREST RATES 
IN NORTHERN CALIFORNIA 
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At times conventional financing for rental property has been virtually non- 
existent. If rental housing is to be the "affordable" alternative to home 
ownership, then interest rates for financing rental housing will need to be 
more comparable to that of ownership housing. The following figure compares 
the annual debt service for a $1,000,000 apartment loan at interest rates 
between 12% and 16%. Each half-point increase in the interest rates increases 
the annual debt service for this loan by nearly $4,750 on the average.* Assum- 
img that ‘tthe $1,000,000 =loan(fimances 25 rental units, at’S40, 000 per ‘unve, 
each half-point increase raises the annual per unit debt service by $190, or 
just under $16 per month. 
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To make rental property a more attractive investment and to stimulate production, 
it will take a drop in interest rates for construction financing, new financing 
arrangements which concentrate less of the risk on developers, and concerted 
local action to loosen restrictive land use policies which discourage new housing 
production. 


At the present time conventional financing through a bank or savings and loan ie 
readily available at approximately %% more than single family home finance for develop- 
ments which have more than four units and are not owner occupied. However, because 
bond programs can usually provide money at rates about 2% less than conventional fin+ 
ancing, builders concerned about affordability may prefer to participate in a bond 
issue. There is no longer a Sec. 8 new construction program, and Sec. 202 (Senior 
Housing) is limited to 14,000 units for the entire United States. 


Single Family Housing 


A more familiar effect of higher interest rates is that felt by the home buyer. 
Table XXXII is a payment table which provides information regarding mortgage 
payments at various rates for different time periods. Thus, a $100,000 mortgage 
financed over a 30 year period at 12% would cost the borrower $1,028.62 a month. 
That same mortgage over a 30 year period at 16% would cost $1,344 a month. 


The cost of money, therefore, has a tremendous impact both on the cost of con- 
struction and in determining the income a buyer must have to either rent or 
purchase a specific housing unit. 


Persons Can Afford To Buy Can Afford To Rent 
Making A House Costing This An Apartment Costing This 
This Income Murcia Much 
S25) SOO SHOpayS S525. 00 
28,450 VD) {O25 590200 
30,300 84,165 6S0z 00: 
31,600 85 VUES 655 400 
a; 950 IOVS) 5 74s MESS 790200 


*This is assuming a 12%, 30 year mortgage. 


In 1979, 19.2% of the housing units in the City were affordable to low income 
people (incomes below 80% of the median) who represent 35% of Livermore's 
population. Thisrcurrently amounts) to-an, annual»sincome: of $25,300 for a family 
of four. However, it is increasingly difficult for people.in this income 

bracket to find a home they can afford to buy on today's market. Many of these 
people occupy homes which were bought over ten years ago when the price of a home 
was within two and a half times their income. 
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TABLE XXXII 
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PAYMENT TABLES 


12% Annual Percentage Rate 


16% Annual Percentage Rate 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 

Financed Years Years Years Years Years Years Financed Years Years Years Years Years “Years 

$ 25,000 556.11 358.68 300.05 275.28 263.31 257.16 § 25,000 607.96 418.79 367.18 347.82 339.73 336.19 
30,000 667.33 430.42 360.06 330.33 315.97 308.59 30,000 729.55 502.54 440.62 417.38 407.67 403.43 
35,000 778.56 502.15 420.06 385.39 368.63 360.02 35,000 851.14 586.30 514.05 486.94 475.62 470.67 
40,000 889.78 573.89 480.07 440.44 421.29 411.45 40,000 972.73 670.06 587.49 556.31 343.56 337.91 
45,000 = 1001.00 645.62 540.08 495.49 473.96 462.88 45,000 1094.32 733.81 660.92 626.07 611.50 605.15 
50,000 1112.22 717.36 600.09 550.55 526.62 514.31 50,000 1215.91 837.57 734.36 695.63 679.45 672.38 
60,000 1334.67 860.83 720.11 660.66 631.93 617.17 60,000 1459.09 1005.08 881.23 834.76 815.34 806.86 
70,000 1557.11 1004.30 840.12 770.77 737.26 720.03 70,000 1702.27 1172.60 1028.10 973.88 951.23 941.33 
80,000 1779.56 1147.77 960.14 880.87 842.58 822.90 80,000 1945.45 1340.11 1174.97 1113.01 1087.12 1075.81 
90,000 2002.00 1291.24 1080.15 990.98 947.90 925.75 90,000 2188.63 1507.62 1321.83 1252.13 1223.00 1210.28 


100,000 2224.44 1434.71 1200.17 1101.09 1053.23 1028.62 


100,000 2431.81 1675.14 1468.71 1391.26 1358.89 1344.76 


13% Annual Percentage Rate 


17% Annual Percentage Rate 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)” 


Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 

Financed Years Years Years Years Years Years Financed Years Years Years Years Years “Years 

$ 25,000 568.83 373.28 316.32 292.91 281.96 276.55 S$ 25,000 621.32 434.50 384.76 366.71 359.45 356.42 
30,000 682.60 447.94 379.58 351.48 338.36 331.86 30,000 745.58 521.40 461.71 440.05 431.34 427.7 
35,000 796.36 522.59 442.84 410.06 394.75 387.17 35,000 869.85 608.30 538.66 513.39 503.23 498.99 
40,000 910.13 597.25 506.10 468.64 451.14 442.48 40,000 994.11 695.20 615.61 586.73 575.12 570.28 
45,000 1023.89 671.90 569.36 527.21 507.53 497.79 45,000 1118.37 782.09 692.56 660.07 647.01 641.56 
50,000 1137.66 746.56 632.63 585.79 563.92 553.10 50,000 1242.63 868.99 796.51 733.41 718.90 712.84 
60,000 1365.19 895.87 759.15 702.95 676.71 663.72 60,000 1491.16 1042.79 923.41 880.09 862.68 855.41 


70,000 1592.72 1045.18 885.67 820.11 


70,000 1739.69 1216.59 1077.31 1026.77 1006.46 997.98 


80,000 1820.25 1194.49 1012.20 937.27 902.27 884.96 


80,000 1988.21 1390.39 1231.21 1173.45 1150.24 1140.55 


90,000 2047.78 1343.80 1138.72 1054.42 1015.05 995.58 


90,000 2236.73 1564.18 1385.10 1320.12 1294.02 1283.11 


100,000 2275.31 1493.11 1265.25 1171.58 1127.84 1106.20 


100,000 2485.26 1737.98 1539.01 1466.81 1437.80 1425.68 


14% Annual Percentage Rate 


18% Annual Percentage Rate 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


7 


Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 Amount 5 10 15 20 25 30 
Financed Years Years Years Years Years Years Financed Years Years Years Years Years Years 
S 25,000 581.71 388.17 332.94 310.89 300.95 296.22 $ 25,000 634.84 450.47 402.61 385.83 379.36 376.78 
30,000 698.05 465.80 399.53 373.06 361.13 355.47 30,000 761.81 540.56 483.13 463.00 455.23 452.13 
35,000 814.39 543.44 466.11 435.24 421.32 414.71 35,000 888.77 630.65 5363.65 540.16 531.11 527.48 
40,000 930.74 621.07 532.70 497.41 481.51 473.95 40,000 1015.74 720.75 644.17 617.33 606.98 602.84 
45,000 1047.08 698.70 599.29 559.59 541.70 5333.20 45,000 1142.71 810.84 724.69 694.50 682.85 678.19 
50,000 1163.42 776.34 665.88 621.77 601.89 592.44 50,000 1269.68 900.93 805.22 771.66 758.72 753.55 
60,000 1396.10 931.60 799.05 746.12 722.26 710.93 60,000 1523.61 1081.12 966.26 925.99 910.46 904.26 
70,000 1628.78 1086.87 932.22 870.47 842.64 829.42 70,000 1777.54 1261.30 1127.30 1080.32 1062.21 1054.96 
80,000 1861.47 1242.14 1065.40 994.82 963.01 947.90 80,000 2031.48 1441.49 1288.34 1234.65 1213.95 1205.67 


90,000) 2094.14 1397.40 1198.57 1119.17 1083.38 1066.38 


90,000 2285.41 1621.67 1449.38 1388.98 1365.69 1356.38 


100,000 2326.83 1552.67 1331.75 1243.53 1203.77 1184.88 


100,000 2539.35 1801.86 1610.43 1543.32 1517.43 1307.09 


15% Annual Percentage Rate 


19% Annual Percentage Rate 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Amount > 10 15 20 25 30 


Monthly Payments (Principal and Interest)* 


Amount 5 10 BS: 20 23 30 


Financed Years Years Years Years Years Years Financed Years Years Years Years Years “Years 
$ 25,000 594.75 403.34 349.90 329.20 320.21 316.12 S$ 25,000 648.51 466.68 420.72 405.17 399.42 397,22 
30,000 713.70 484.01 419.88 395.04 384.25 379.34 30,000 778.22 560.02 304.86 486.21 479.30 476.67 
35,000 832.65 564.68 489.86 460.88 448.30 442.56 35,000 907.92 633.35 589.01 367.24 559.19 556.11 


40,000 951.60 645.34 559.84 526.72 512.34 505.78 


629.82 592.56 


45,000 1070. 5 
0 806.68 699.80 658.40 640.42 632.23 


50;000 1189. 


5 
5) 


40,000 1037.62 


746.69 673.15 648.27 639.07 635.56 


715.00 
794.45 


757.29 729.31) 718.96 
841.44 810.34 798.84 


45,000 1167.32 840.03 
50,000 1297.03 933.36 


60,000 1427.40 968.01 839.768 790.08 768.50 


60,000 1536.43 1120.03 1009.73 972.41 958.61 953.34 


70,000 1665.30 1129.35 979.72 921.76 


70,000 1112.22 1306.71 1178.01 1134.48 1118.38 1112.22 


80,000 1903.20 1290.68 1119.67 1053.44 1024.67 1011.56 


80,000 2079.24 1493.38 1346.30 1296.55 1278.14 1271.11 


90,000 2141.09 1452.01 1259.63 1185, 38.00 


100,000 2379.00 1613.35 1399.59 1316.79 1280 34 1264.45 


90,000 2334.65 1680.03 1514.59 1458.62 1437.91 1430.00 


* For loans that fully pay off the debt over the loan 


term. 
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Rates Ge 


While it is probable that new people moving into the community will 
have higher incomes than the people who are here now, simply because 
the price of housing is higher, we need to take into consideration in 
planning for future housing the fact that approximately one-third of 
the present population cannot and the future population probably will 
not be able to buy a house. For that reason, more land will need to 
be zoned multi-family and apartment developers should be encouraged 
to build here. 


The following list helps illustrate the trend in mortgage rates: 


Year National Average 
HOGS yes) 
LOWS VANS 
1976 S300 
Loe O02 
1978 9256 
1979 LO278 
1980 12. 6G 
19e1 Ne 7) 
1982 15.14 
1983 2 25> 
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Analysis of New Home Sales 
By Type of Sale 
Alameda County 

OS 2S Bargly e983 


% of Sales Type of Sale Explanation 


85.3% Conventional ’ An over the counter transaction 
at an institutional lender. 
Always accomplished without 
government assistance. 


12.8% FHA (HUD) Government assistance by 
insurance concept. 


WQS State Vet Financed by California State 
Dept. of Veterans Affairs. 
Title held in name of State 
until indebtedness is repaid. 


. 
OV 
0? 


Assumption Existing financing assumed. 


Other forms of financing available, but not used, include: 


Private Mortgage Insurance - Comparable in concept to FHA mortgage insurance 
plan but occured in the private sector; applicable to conventional loans 
usually when cash downpayment by buyer is less than 208%. 


VA-Dept. of Veteran Affairs - Government assistance to military veterans. 


Subsidized Federal Housing - Subsidized financing program. Can involve 
Federal, State or Municipal Bond programs, usually (but not always) employed 
in inner-city area where viability is resurgent due to urban renewal, etc. 
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LOOKING INTO THE FUTURE 


The balance between housing and commercial and industrial development is of 
growing concern to all bay area communities because increasing employment 
opportunities have created a demand that the housing market is finding difficult 
to meet. This trend is strongly felt in the Amador-Livermore Valley and is 
expected to have a significant impact on housing demand in Livermore. 


Because neither the public sector nor the private sector can individually address 
the issues posed by continued growth in the region, a joint public-private effort 
is required to bring together information, resources, and commitment to maximize 

the advantages of growth. 


Many variables need to be addressed when projecting the amount of housing which 
will be constructed over a period of time, including availability of land, 

local land use policies, housing demand, and the economic factors of inflation 

and interest rates. Inflation will continue to escalate land prices, construction 
costs, and financing as well as building fees. The result is that it will 

become increasingly difficult for developers to produce low and moderately priced 
housing. Continuing growth of employment opportunities in the area will 

stimulate demand for housing and cause sales prices and rents to continue to 

rise, and it can be anticipated that the gap between what buyers and renters 

can pay and what the cost of housing will be will widen. 


In 1982 Menkin-Lucero Associates prepared a report for the Coalition of Labor 
and Business which based estimates of housing units needed over the next decade 
upon supply, market potential, demolition activity, infrastructure potential, 
land availability and unmet county-wide need. Within the next decade, COLAB 
estimates that the need for housing will increase by 37% in the Tri-Valley area 
EOna EOtal Ore 0), oS>.6) ln onder Loy provides atrtocdable housing torralll secumrent 
and projected residents, three major elements must exist according to _Menkin- 
Lucero Associates: 


1) Local governments must protect actual supply and plan 
enough densities/land for development to allow the 
economy to operate freely; 

2) Adequate urban infrastructure to serve estimated growth 
must be planned, approved and funded by special districts 
and other responsible agencies; 

3) Interest rates must decline and the supply of money for 
mortgages increased. 


In "The Housing Crunch: A 1983 Update," the California Building Industry Associa- 
tion comes to the following conclusions: 

Housing demand will remain strong throughout the 1980's as real 

incomes and new household formation rise. 


Housing costs will continue to rise through market pressures, 
government regulations and, at least in the short-run, high 
interest rates. 


The traditional "rules" of affordability no longer apply. If 
housing costs continue to increase faster than personal income, 
many California residents will spend increasing shares of their 
income on housing, and many will seek innovative financial arrange- 
ments rather than choose not to own a home. 
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Economic and political pressures which discourage investment in rental 
housing, if continued, will lead to a severe shortage in alternative 
forms of housing. 


While the possibility of providing affordable new housing becomes increas- 
ingly difficult, there will be a trickle down effect as more housing is 
built. The City of Livermore needs to examine what kind and how much 
housing it can provide. For example, there is a need to balance the kind 
of housing the City can offer, with consideration being given to encourag- 
ing the construction of more expensive homes in order to attract the 
executives who will be moving into the area. 


If in the fifteen year period between 1985 and 2000 approximately 21,000 
primary jobs are generated in the City of Livermore, consultants project 
that there will be thousands of secondary jobs created as a result. The 
City will want to consider the housing needs of these people; whether they 
have a right to expect to live in the city where they work or within a 
short commute. If so, where will they live? What kinds of jobs will these 
people hold? How well will they be paid? Can Livermore offer $300,000 
homes for the executive as well as $500 a month apartments for technicians 
and secretaries? 


The way in which the Council addresses these issues will determine what 


the Future holds. 
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HOUSING TERMS DEFINED 


Affordable Housing 
(a) Housing selling at a price which is not more than 2.5 times the annual 


household income. 
(b) Housing renting at a monthly rent that does not exceed 30% of the 
monthly household income. 


Complex - A housing development (project) at one location, including ald units 
for which permits have been applied or which have been approved within a twelve 
month period. 


Dwelling Unit - A dwelling designed for occupancy by one household. 


Fair Market Rent - The criteria used to calculate Fair Market Rents aré based 
on: (1) 45 percentile rents (ie, the rent below which 45% of the standard 
units are distributed): and (2) rents based on units rented by recent movers. 
Public housing units and new units completed during the two years preceding 
the data survey dates are excluded from the data base. 


Housing Costs - The monthly mortgage principal, interest, property taxes, home- 
owner's insurance, and condominium fees (where applicable) for ownership units; 
and the monthly rent for rental units. 


Housing & Urban Development - The United States Department of Housing and Urban 
Development (H.U.D.) ; 


Income Eligibility - The gross annual household income considering household 
Size and number of dependents, income of all wage earners, elderly or disabled 
family members and all other sources of household income. 


"In lieu fee" - Fee paid to the City by a developer as an alternative to the 
provision! of inclusionary units. 


Low Income Households - Households with annual incomes less than 80% of the 
median income for the area. 


Median Income - Median family income as established by H.U.D. for the county. 
This is updated periodically by H.U.D. Consultants such as The Land Economics 
Group also provide updates based on surveys and other data. 


Moderate Income Households - Households with annual incomes between 80% and 120% 
of the median income for the area. 


S.M.S.A. (Standard Metropolitan Statistical Area) - In the case of Livermore 
this is the San Francisco - Oakland S.M.S.A. which covers the counties of 
Alameda, Contra Costa, San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin. 


P.M.S.A. (Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area) - Includes Alameda and Contra 
Costa Counties only, replaces S.M.S.A. 
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Single Family 
Home Median 
Sales Price 


$52,000 
SE ZO00 
72,000 
85,000 
96,818 


summary of Various Statistics 
To Illustrate Increases 


COsit Ot rand 


Single Family IB ue ZA Land Land Value Pers Unare 
Home Average Construction Value 1 ' 2 Meadowbrook/ 
Sales Price Costs Mocho & Holmes (Pacific Ave.) Diablo Vista 

S 42,000 
$49,500 
2105, 390 $2,000 
$306,000 
69, 810 
114,800 137692 232; 000 57/5 O06 6,000 


Model 3010 
Selling Price Pre-Development, 
Te tS, 183 Development 
Model 3010 & Permit Fees 
S 72,990 Se AE Sal iL 
109,490 TG hSa 


BERKELEY LIBRARIES 


